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HOME LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES STATIONED OUTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES 


TUESDAY, JUNE 28, 1955 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Post Orrice AND Civin SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 213, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. George M. Rhodes (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ruopes. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Broyhill and Mr. Alexander have been delayed, but they will 
be here in a very short time, so we will start the meeting at this time. 

This subcommittee consisting of Mr. Lesinski, Mr. Alexander, Mrs. 
Pfost, Mr. Gubser, Mr. Broyhill, Mr. Johansen, and myself as chair- 
man, has been appointed to consider bills H. R. 3820 and H. R. 5843; 
bills to provide home leave for officers and employees stationed outside 
the United States for use in the United States, its Territories or 
possessions, and for other purposes. 

(H. R. 3820 and H. R. 5848 are as follows :) 


[H. R. 3820, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide leave of absence for officers and employees stationed outside the United 
States, for use in the United States, its Territories, or possessions, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 of the Annual and Sick 
Leave Act of 1951, as amended, is hereby amended as follows: 

I. (a) Section 203 (d), as amended, is hereby amended to read: 

““(d) The provisions of subsections (e) and (f) are applicable to the following 
categories of employees of the Federal Government : 

(1) Persons directly recruited or transferred from the United States, its 
Territories, or possessions outside the area of employment, by the Federal 
Government. 

(2) Persons employed locally but (A) who were originally recruited from the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions outside the area of employment, 
and have been in substantially continuous employment by other Federal agencies, 
United States firms. interests, or orge nizations, international organizations in 
which the United States Government participates, or foreign governments, and 
whose conditions of employment provide for their return transportation to the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions, or (B) who were at the time of 
employment temporarily absent from the United States, its Territories, or 
possessions outside the area of employment, for the purpose of travel or formal 
study and have maintained residence in the United States, its Territories, or 
possessions, outside the area of employment, during such temporary absence. 

“(3) Persons who are not normally residents of the area concerned and who 
are discharged from the military service of the United States to accept employ- 
ment with an agency of the Federal Government.” 

II. (b) Section 203 (e) is hereby amended to read: 
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“(e) Where an officer or employee whose post of duty is outside the United 
States returned to the United States, its Territories, or possessions outside the 
area of employment on leave, the leave granted pursuant to this Act shall be 
exclusive of the time actually and necessarily occupied in going to and from his 
post of duty and such time as may be necessarily occupied in awaiting sailing 
or flight. The provisions of this subsection shall not apply with respect to more 
than one period of leave in any twenty-four month period.” 

III. (c) Section 203 (f) is hereby amended to read: 

“(f) Upon completion of twenty-four months of continuous service outside 
the several States and the District of Columbia, officers and employees may be 
granted leave of absence, without regard to any other leave provided by this 
title, for use in the United States, its Territories, or possessions, at a rate not to 
exceed one week for each four months of such service: Provided, That the rate 
for each overseas post shall be determined in accordance with regulations of 
the President. Such leave may be accumulated for future use without regard 
to the limitation in subsection (c) but no such leave which is not used shall be 
made the basis for any terminal leave or lump-sum payment.” 





[R. R. 5843, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide ieave of absence for officers and employees stationed outside the 


United States for use in the United States, its Territories or possessions, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsections (d), (e), and (f) of section 
203 of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951, as amended (5 U. S. C., sec. 2062 
(d), (e), and (f)), are amended to read as follows: 

“(d) The provisions of subsections (e) and (f) are applicable to the following 
~ategories of employees of the Federal Government : 

(1) Persons directly recruited or transferred by the Federal Govern- 
ment from the United States or from its Territories or possessions outside 
the area of employment. 

“(2) Persons employed locally but (A) who were originally recruited 
from the United States, or from its Territories or possessions outside the 
area of employment, and have been in substantially continuous employment 
by other Federal agencies, United States firms, interests, or organizations, 
international organizations in which the United States Government parti- 
cipates, or foreign governments, and whose conditions of employment pro- 
vide for their return transportation to the United States or its Territories 
or possessions, or (B) who were at the time of employment temporarily 
absent from the United States, or from its Territories or possessions out- 
ide the area of employment, for the purpose of travel or formal study and 
have maintained residence in the United States, or in its Territories or 
possessions outside the area of employment, during such temporary absence. 

“(3) Persons who are not normally residents of the area concerned and 
who are discharged from service in the Armed Forces of the United States 
to accept employment with an agency of the Federal Government. 

“(e) Where an officer or employee whose post of duty is outside the United 
States returns on leave to the United States, or to its Territories or possessions 
outside the area of employment, the leave granted pursuant to this title shall be 
exclusive of the time actually and necessarily occupied in going to and from his 
post of duty and such time as may be necessarily occupied in awaiting trans- 
portation. The provisions of this subsection shall not apply with respect to 
more than one period of leave in any twenty-four-month period. 

“(f) Upon completion of twenty-four months of continuous service outside the 
several States and the District of Columbia, officers and employees may be 
granted leave of absence, without regard to any other leave provided by this 
title, for use in the United States, or in its Territories or possessions outside the 
area of employment, at a rate not to exceed one week for each four months of 
such service: Provided, That the granting of such leave shall be in accordance 
with regulations of the President. Such leave may be accumulated for future 
use without regard to the limitation in subsection (c) but no such leave which 


is not used shall be made the basis for any terminal leave or slump-sum pay- 
ment.” 
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Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act to the Annual and Sick Leave Act 
of 1951 shall take effect on the first day of the first pay period following the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. Ruopres. A subcommittee of this committee in the 83d Con- 
gress under the chairmanship of Mr. Corbett, of Pennsylvania, con- 
ducted investigations into personnel administration overseas and in- 
equities in benefits and allowances granted to overseas employees. As 
a result of this subcommittee activity, the Personnel Adviser to the 
President submitted proposed legislation which was introduced in the 
83d Congress by Mr. Corbett. This legislation was not acted on in 
the 83d Congress due to the late date at which the bill was filed. Mr. 
Corbett reintroduced this bill in the 84th Congress as H. R. 3820. 
Due to official business, which takes him out of town, Mr. Corbett will 
be unable to appear today to discuss these bills. 

After additional consideration of the problem of home leave, the 
Honorable Philip Young, Personnel Adviser to the President, re- 
drafted this legislation and submitted it to the Speaker w ith the re- 
quest that it be considered by the 84th Congress. The Honorable 
James C. Davis of the full committee introduced this proposed legisla- 
tion as bill H. R. 5843. 

H. R. 58438 provides for the granting of a leave of absence without 
regard to any other leave provided by law, for use in the United 
States, at a rate not to exceed 1 week for each 4 months of service 
outside the United States. 

The bill restricts the granting of this leave to (1) employees who 
were directly recruited or transferred by the Federal Government 
from the United States or from its Territories or possessions outside 
of the area of employment; (2) persons employed locally, but (a) 
who were originally recruited from the United States, its Territories, 
or possessions or have been in substantial continual employment by 
other Federal agencies, United States firms or organizations whose 
condition of employment provide for their return transportation to 
the United States, its Territories, or possessions, or (4) who at the 
time of employment were temporarily absent from the United States, 
its Territories, or possessions and have maintained residence in the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions outside of the area of 
employment during such temporary absence; or (3) persons who are 
not normally residents of the area concerned but were discharged from 
service in the Armed Forces of the United States to accept employ- 
ment with an agency of the Federal Government. 

The bill further 1 requires that before such home leave can be granted 
the employee must complete 24 months of continuous service outside 
the United States. The granting of such leave shall also be in accord- 
ance with regulations issued by the President of the United States. 
Such leave may be accumulated for future use, but no such accumula- 
tion shall be made the basis for terminal leave or lump-sum payment. 
The bill also provides that the leave granted shall be exclusive of the 
time actually and necessarily occupied in going to and from the post 
of duty and such time as may be nec essarily occupied in awaiting 
transportation. This provision is to apply with respect to no more 
than one period of leave in any 24 months’ period. 
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This bill also amends the Annual Leave Act to reduce the allowable 
accumulation of annual leave in overseas posts of duty to 30 days in- 
stead of the 45 days, the present allowable acc ‘umulation. 

Authority to pay transportation costs for employees and depend- 
ents returning to the United States, its Territories, and possessions for 
leave purposes was provided in Public Law 737 of the 83d C ongress— 
it is not therefore a consideration of this bill. 

At present, employees of the State Department Foreign Service, 
Foreign Operations Administration, and the United States Informa- 
tion Agency are authorized home leave in addition to their regular 
leave. It is the purpose of this legislation to correct an inequity by 
extending this privilege to overseas employees of other departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

Some 28 agencies of the Federal Government have collaborated 
with the Personnel Adviser to the President in the conduct of studies 
and surveys on this matter and in the development of this legislation. 
Representatives of the Office of the Personnel Adviser to the President 
and the principal agencies concerned are here today to present testi- 
mony or answer questions pertai ining to this legislation. 

The first witness will be Congressman James C. Davis, who intro- 
duced bill H. R. 5843 as requested by the administration. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. DAVIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in my 
experience as a lawyer and as a judge, it was my observation always 
that the hardest chair in the courtroom to sit in was the witness chair 
and since I have been in Congress I think that that observation would 
apply to the witness chair in the committee room also. 

[t isa rather new experience for me. 

[ appreciate the opportunity to appear before your subcommittee 
this morning in regard to this pending legislation. 

I am James C. Davis, Member of Congress from the Fifth District 
of Georgia, and as you gentlemen know, I am a member of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 

[ wish to congratulate the chairman on his comprehensive state- 
ment just made regarding this legislation, explaining the purposes of 
it and the background of activities which led up to its introduction. 
There is very little I can add to that statement, Mr. Chairman. How- 
ever, I would like to give you and the committee a few additional 
background facts which I feel will enable you to better understand the 
reasons for the proposals made in H. R. 5843, the pending bill. 

I was ranking minority member of the investigative subcommittee 
of which the Honorable Robert J. Corbett was chairman in the 83d 
Congress. This subcommittee was known as the Manpower Utiliza- 
tion Subcommittee. One of our principal studies during the 83d Con- 
gress was overseas employment practices. The subcommittee spent 
considerable time in studying this matter and held a number of open 
hearings at which the Civil Service Commission, the Department of 
State, the Department of Defense, and the Office of the Personnel Ad- 
viser to the President presented testimony and facts regarding the 
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variations and irregularities, injustices, and in general hodgepodge 
system of granting leave allowances and other fringe benefits in over- 
seas employment. 

As a result of this subcommittee study, House Report No. 1760, 83d 
Congress, was published. This report sets forth certain conclusions 
and recommends two pieces of legislation, one covering benefits and 
allowances; the other the subject which is before the subcommittee this 
morning—home leave. 

The proposed legislation on home leave was introduced in the 83d 
Ceres as H. R. 9768 by Mr. Corbett. A companion bill which pro- 
posed the correction of irregularities and injustices in the granting 
of allowances and differentials was introduced in the 83d Congress as 
H. R. 9767. It is my understanding that a similar bill will shortly be 
sent to the Speaker of the House by the Personnel Adviser to the 
White House. 

The home leave bill in the 83d Congress, H. R. 9768, was intro- 
duced on July 1, 1954. The heavy schedule of legislation in the latter 
part of the 2d session of the 83d Congress prevented consideration 
of this legislation. So that the committee could be assured that home 
leave would be considered by the 84th Congress, Mr. Corbett reintro- 
duced H. R. 9768 in the 84th Congress as H. R. 3820. 

The personnel adviser to the White House, in collaboration with 
some 28 departments and agencies of the Federal Government, con- 
tinued their study of overseas allowances and diiferentials. On 
April 14 of this year, Mr. Philip tenes personnel adviser to the 
President, sent a draft of proposed legislation to the Speaker with 
the request that it be considered by this Congress. I have introduced 
this requested legislation as H. R. 5843. 

This bill is similar in intent and purpose to the bill which was 
introduced in the 83d Congress; however, there has been a refinement 
in language and some few changes in coverage and in application. 

I believe that this legislation should be considered on its merit; 
that the need for it must be completely justified by the Civil Service 
Commission and the Executive Office of the President. 

I note that Mr. Young is here this morning accompanied by Mr. 
John Carroll, of the White House staff. I feel that these gentlemen 

can ably explain the differences between these bills and give the 
subcommittee a full and complete description of the purposes of the 
legislation and are entirely qualified to answer any questions regard- 
ing its application and administration. 

I appreciate the opportunity to say these few words to you regard- 
ing this legislation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Judge Davis. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. JomanseNn. I have none at this point. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. I have no questions. 

Mr. Ruopes. Our next witnesses are the Honorable Philip Young 
the President’s adviser on personnel management, and Mr. John Mt. 
Carroll, staff assistant of the President’s adviser on personnel ma 
agement, and Mr. Charles V. Denney, Jr., program planner gern 
lative, United States Civil Service Commission. 

21592582 
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STATEMENTS OF HON. PHILIP YOUNG, THE PRESIDENT’S ADVISER 
ON PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT; JOHN M. CARROLL, STAFF AS- 
SISTANT, OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT’S ADVISER ON PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT; AND CHARLES V. DENNEY, JR., PROGRAM 
PLANNER, LEGISLATIVE, UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a certain sympathy with Judge Davis’ opinion of the witness chair. 
I do have this morning on this problem of home leave a short pre- 
pared statement which I would appreciate the opportunity to present, 
which I believe sets forth the points to which Judge Davis referred. 

I am delighted that this committee has the op portunity to take 
up this matter of home leave and I think it is especially important 
to note by way of introduction that in one sense it is a complementary 
proposal to the transportation situation that was dealt with at the 
last session of the last Congress by this committee because the two 
things go together and in many ways the combination of home leave 
and transportation provides a single package of which at the present 
time we have only one-half. This is the other half. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify before your committee on 
the question of extending home leave benefits to certain Federal 
employees serving outside ‘the continental United States who are not 
now subject. to the home-leave provisions of the Annual and Sick 
Leave Act of 1951. . 

In April 1952 a report on overseas pay and personnel practices 
was submitted to the Post Office and Civil Service Committees of the 
Senate and the House of Represent: atives. It was prepared by the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commission pursuant 
to Public Law 201 of the 82d Congress, and contained a careful 
analysis of Government pay and personnel practices appli ati to 
overseas employees. There were found to be numerous differences 
in many areas of personnel administration as between employees 
of different agencies. Some were not too significant so far as the 
employees were concerned; others were of major importance and the 
advantages enjoyed by employees of some agencies were resented by 
employees of other agencies and created serious morale problems. 
Several agencies reported that ineligibility of their employees for 
home-leave benefits and transportation in connection with home leave 
were particularly serious. 

Based on that report and reports of Members of Congress, such as 
Senator Olin Johnston’s report of January 1953, the Honorable Rob- 
ert J. Corbett, then chairman of the Subcommittee on Manpower 
Utilization of the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
made a request under date of May 6, 1953, for the views and com- 
ments of the Civil Service Commission regarding standardization of 
certain pay and other benefits for employe ees in overseas operations. 

It was about this time that the President assigned to me addi- 
tional responsibilities as his adviser on personnel management. Since 
the Civil Service Commission had jurisdiction over only a part of 
the Federal employees overseas, it appeared advisable to handle Mr. 
Corbett’s request at the White House level. This would assure that 
the views and comments of all agencies with important overseas op- 
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erations, whether or not under the jurisdiction of the Civil Service 
Commission, would be obtained and considered. 

From the agency replies a report was compiled which included 
tentative drafts of proposed legislation on several subject areas, 
namely, home leave, allowances and differentials, and transportation 
for leave purposes. This was transmitted to Mr. Corbett under date 
of April 30, 1954, and on June 7, 1954, it was printed as House Re- 
port No. 1760. Because of the lateness of the submission only one of 
the subject areas on which draft legislation was proposed was reached 
for action, on a similar bill which had been introduced through other 
channels. That was the proposal to pay transportation costs for em- 
ployees and dependents returning to the United States, its Territories 
and possessions, for leave between * tours of overseas duty. This au- 
thority was provided in Public Law 737 which was passed at the last 
session of Congress. It eliminated one aspect of the problem of dis- 
crimination in the matter of home leave. 

The proposed legislation under consideration, H. R. 5843, is sub- 
stantially the same as our leave proposal of last year, as contained in 
House Report 1760. That proposal was introduced at the last session 
of Congress by Mr. Corbett, and reported out as H. R. 9768, and re- 
introduced by him at this session and reported out as H. R. 3820. 
These bills are intended to correct the other area of discrimination 
in the matter of home leave by extending the home-leave benefits of the 
Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 to certain United States-citizen 
employees oversees not presently eligible. It is intended to provide 
all eligible employees with an adequate period of leave at home be- 
tween tours of duty abroad. Home leave is in addition to the annual 
and sick leave provided by the Leave Act, and it may be used only 
in the United States or its Territories and possessions, outside the area 
of employment. It might be well to state at the outset that unused 
home leave may not be made the basis for terminal leave or lump-sum 
payment. 

As of December 31, 1954, there were about 83,000 United States- 
citizen civilian employees serving overseas. Of these, approximately 
34,000 are permanent residents of the area in which employed and not 
eligible for the home-leave benefits. Another 11,000 or more are de- 
pendents of employees who were transferred overseas and, likewise, 
do not. meet the criteria for eligibility for these benefits. Nine thou- 
sand employed by the Department of State, USLA, and FOA are 
already eligible for home-leave benefits. There remain, therefore, 
approximately 29,000 employees who would become eligible for these 
benefits under this legislation. These are employees of some 20 agen- 
cies, and 16,000 are in foreign areas, and 13,000 in the Territories and 
possessions. 

It. is the administration’s view that, when it is in the Government’s 
interests to send employees abroad, it is important that they be given 
the opportunity, periodically, to return to their places of residence 
in order to reestablish personal contacts, to refresh their perspectives 
in the American way, to transact business matters which are difficult 
to handle properly at long range, and to take care of such matters 
as medical checkups, dental care, replacement of wardrobes, and so 
forth. Further, if the place of service is in an area of difficult cli- 
matic conditions, as in the Tropics or near polar regions, or in isolated 
areas as in some of the islands in the Pacific or at outlying posts in 
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some of the backward countries, it is essential for the physical and 
mental welfare and the morale of the employees, and in the Govern- 
ment’s best interests, that they be able to come back home for suf- 
ficiently long periods of complete rest and recuperation. This is espe- 
cially important in those instances where, for such reasons as lack of 
housing or civil unrest, families are not permitted to proceed to the 
post, or when children are separated from the family unit due to lack 
of adequate educational facilities in the area. It is general practice 
among private organizations that send employees overseas to bring 
them back, per iodically, for leave purposes. 

The practice of ordering the return of employees to the United 
States on statutory leave of absence originated with the Foreign Serv- 
ice, in days when these were vittually the only employees of the 
United States Government who worked regularly and more or less 
permanently outside the United States. However, in recent years, 
because of the increasing need for our Government to participate in 
activities abroad, the overseas employment picture has changed 
radically. 

When many of our overseas programs were undertaken, it was 
thought they would-be temporary in nature. Because of this fact, 
many provisions necessary to long-term and career overseas service 
were not made applicable to all employees. Unfortunately, because 
of the urgency with which it was necessary to get these activities 
underway, it was not possible to develop complete and effective per- 
sonnel programs beforehand. Now that world conditions indicate 
that our overseas programs will be of a more permanent nature than 
originally contemplated, the need to correct past inadequate personnel 
provisions becomes more apparent. 

The proposed legislation is part of the President’s program to 
improve overseas personnel administration, particularly with refer- 
ence to eliminating discriminatory practices among overseas employ- 
ees under different “personnel systems. The en: .ctment of Public Law 
737 by the last session of the Congress authorizing transportation for 
leave purposes was an important step toward that objective. 

The proposed bill will complement that authority. Without the 
home-leave provision, an employee might not have sufficient annual 
leave to make the return worthwhile in terms of benefits to be de- 
rived from a visit home. This is particularly true for employees who 
are newly appointed into Government service at the time of assign- 
ment overseas. They earn only 13 days per year during the first 3 
years of service. It would not be reasonable or desirable for them 
to serve the full term of the agreed period of service overseas (gener- 
ally, 2 years) without taking any annual leave, in order to have 
enough leave for a proper visit at home. Yet, if they take no more 
than 1 week per year during the 2 years, they would have only 16 
days of annual leave to spend at home. It is this group, often never 
before so far away from home, who are most anxious to get back 
home and for whom the need for such a visit is strongest. 

As previously stated, the present proposal is very similar to the 
legislation proposed to the last session of Congress and to H. R. 3820, 
which is now under consideration by this committee. The changes 
which have been made in our proposal and incorporated in H. R. 5843 
are the result of further study and discussions with the agencies prin- 
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cipally affected. There is one important difference which I would 
like to call to your attention. 

In section 203 (f), which authorizes home leave, we have changed 
the wording of the proviso clause from “Provided, That the rate for 
each overseas post shall be determined in accordance with regulations 
of the President” to “Provided, That the granting of such leave shall 
be in accordance with regulations of the President.” The new word 
ing is designed to place the emphasis on the control of use of home 
leave rather than on the earning rate. This will make is possible to 
take into consideration not only the post of service but also the con- 
clitions of service. fine 

At some posts, particularly in some of the Territories, the employee 
is almost exclusively with Americans, serving under conditions sim 
ilar to those in the United States. There are other situations where 
the employee’s service overseas is merely an incident in a career spent 
principally in the United States. With such conditions to consider, 
it seems only appropriate that the regulations should be designed to 
take into account variations in posts and terms of service and, to the 
extent deemed appropriate, agency needs and practices in the utiliza- 
tion of their personnel. This is the purpose of providing control 
on the use of home leave. 

With the extension of the home-leave benefits, we believe it is only 
appropriate that the 45-day annual leave accumulation limitation, 
srovided for those overseas employees not eligible for the home-leave 
eee should be brought into line with the 30-day limitation ap 
plicable to all other employees covered by the Leave Act. The 
proposed legislation, therefore, eliminates this special provision and 
makes the 30-day limitation uniformly applicable. 

Knactment of the proposed bill would be another step toward the 
elimination of inequities in our overseas personnel operations. 

It would do away with present discriminations in leave practices 
among our employees serving outside the continental limits of the 
United States. Therefore, we believe that favorable action on the 
proposed bill would, from the administration’s standpoint, be effective 
in improving employee morale and in improving efficiency in Govern- 
ment operations by reducing the high and costly turnover rates in 
overseas employment. 

A. section-by-section analysis of the proposed bill has been supplied 
to the committee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to meet with your 
committee and present the administration’s views on this problem. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Young. 

Do we have any questions? 

Mr. Lesinski ? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Mr, Chairman, in regard to this presentation, I 
would like to ask a few questions. 

Does the bill provide that an employee that has served in 1954 and 
1955 in some overseas post could take his 1954-55 leave combined 
at the same time; in other words, in December of 1954 and January 
of 19557 Instead of taking 30 days, could he take 60 days at one 
time from the end of 1 year to the beginning of the next year? 

Mr. Younc. He would carry over his 30 days and would accumu- 
late at whatever the rate was so he would be able to take that; yes. 
Sir. 
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Mr. Lesinsx1. He may do that? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir. I think that one thing, Mr. Lesinski, which 
we have to remember in this legislation is that the bill does not 
contain all the answers in terms of the regulation as to how this is 
going to be made effective, because you have so many variations in 
this picture, partly as a result of our differing personnel systems gov- 
erning employees overseas; partly due to the nature of hardship or 
nonhardship posts, geographical conditions and types of employ- 
ment, that if this is going to work equitably, it is almost going to 
have to be handled on an administrative basis with respect to the 
detailed regulation governing its application. 

Mr. Lesinskr. But the bill as has been amended by the Commission, 
is to make it as equitable as possible without tying the hands of the 
agency. In other words, you want to make it as parallel as possible 
without saying it has to be done in this particular way, is that the 
idea ? 

Mr, Youne. That is the idea precisely, and by giving the Presi- 
dent the authority to develop the regulation, it is certainly our 
thought that we will also have uniformity as far as agencies are con- 
cerned under these regulations. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. As far as possible; but it still gives a certain amount 
of leeway. 

Mr. Youna. Yes, I think it is the only way you can do it effectively 
and keep it fair. 

Mr. Lesrnskt. Suppose an employee has worked in Germany or 
Karachi, may he have the alternative of instead of coming to the 
United States he can bring his family to his respective station. If 
he did that, would he lose his travel time if he remained at the post 
where he is located ? 

Mr. Youne. If he remained there at his post and his family came 
and joined him, would he lose his leave time ? 

Mr. Carroti. Mr. Chairman, my name is John M. Carroll. I am 
staff assistant to Mr. Young. 

The only authority we have to transport the family would be Pub- 
lic Law 600, That is a limited authority that provides for one trip 
over and then the trips back that are either tied into the leave or to 
the return for separation. 

So the answer to your question would be that he could not take his 
family over for the home-leave purpose. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. To clarify my own thought, does a person working 
overseas receive a compensation for his travel back home once a year? 

Mr. Carrot. It depends on the tour of duty. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. As a rule, no? 

Mr. Carrot. As a rule, no. It is normally 2 years, sir, unless 
there is a l-year tour of duty for the area to which he is assigned. 
Then he can go back every year. 

Mr. Lesrnsxr. And the Government will pay his way home? 

Mr. Carroiu. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. What I was driving at was that I was trying to bal- 
ance that out. Ifan employee is allowed to come home once a year and 
is given a 15-day travel time to and from his post and he receives the 
usual 30 days that the rest of the Government employees receive, may 
he have a choice so that instead of him traveling home and having the 
Government pay that, that they pay the same amount, let us say, to 
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bring his family to his post. In other words, the Federal Govern- 
ment will not pay for the whole family but only for one person. 

Mr. Carrot. If I understand your question correctly, the answer 
is that under Public Law 600, we have authority to transport the 
family to the post of assignment. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Thank you. 

Mr. Carroti. Now, that is a one-time authority. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Correct. 

Mr. Carroui. Unless the eligibility is reinstituted either by the 
employee coming hack under the home-leave provisions, for example, 
or the employee coming back for separation and being rehired whereby 
the family could again be transported. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. What I am trying to point out is that the intent of 
this leave to get back home, as ‘Mr. Y oung has said, is to get an em- 
»loyee reestablished with his home contacts. That is the w ay it should 
me On the other hand, if the employee works in Paris, France, and 
wants to take his wife to Cannes, France, would he be able to send 
for her to come to France and he take her to this resort instead of 
him going home? I know that he can pay for her travel to France, 
but, on the other hand, how would that atfect his leave? 

Mr. Youna. He would not be able to substitute home leave for 
that. He would have to take it on annual leave. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. That is right. Now, that is clear. 

My second point is, if he is allowed travel time home and back, 
does she get that or does that come out of his own pocket? As you 
said before, they do allow for travel of one trip in the length of his 
tour of duty. He is allowed to go home once a year, cor rect 4 ? 

Mr. Carroxt. Occasionally it is 1 year, but avanly it is 2 years. 

Mr. Lesrnsxt. Instead of him going home, may his wife collect 
that passage, be reimbursed for it ? 

Mr. Carrotu. Not under this authority. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. She may not? 

Mr. Carrot. Not under this bill. 

Under Public Law 600, she can be returned, because she is eligible 
for return transportation at Government expense one time, but once 
he sends her home under Public Law 600, he cannot bring her back 
under the provisions of that law. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Except if he pays for it out of his own pocket? 

Mr. Carrouu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsktr. I wanted to clarify that because I wanted to make 
sure that if an individual is sent overseas to perform duties and it 
does not take into consideration his family unless at the very begin- 
ning and end of his tour of duty, he may not every year bring his 
wife back and forth. 

I wanted to clarify that. 

Mr. Carrotu. I think you raised one other question. I should 
remark that home leave must be taken outside of the area of employ 
ment, so that he could not bring his family over to the area of em- 
ployment and take advantage of the home-leave provisions at his post 
of assignment. 

Mr. Lestnskr. On the other hand, if he is working in Germany, 

can he take her to France and still get the home leave? 

Mr. Carroitu. No, sir; this is to the United States or to the Terri- 
tories or possessions. 
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Mr. Lestnskr. Now, following that through again, it has to be back 
to the United States, definitely. 

Mr. Carrouz. That is right. 

Mr. JoHANSEN. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

In other words, what you are saying is that the definition of 
ea ” for the purpose of this legislation, i is the United States or 

s Territories, period. 

“ae Lestnskt. Or his home of residence. It might be in the Terri- 
tories. 

Mr. Jonansen. The United States or its Territories. 

Mr. Lesrnskt. But it is his home, in other words. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Johansen ‘ 

Mr. Jowansen. I have several questions, some of which reflect 
merely my complete ignorance on some of the background of this. 

I would like to pre face the questions by one rem ark for the record 

respectfully disassociating myself from the chairman’s views and he 

need not feel too badly about it, because I disassociate myself from 
the views of some of my colleagues in saying that I notice on page 4, 
the reference to the increasing need for our Government to partici- 
pate in activities abroad. I notice also the reference to the more 
permanent nature of some of these activities than originally contem- 
plated and I want the record merely to show that those are premises 
to which I do not necessarily in all particulars subscribe. 

The reference on page 3 to approximately 34,000 who are residents 
of the area in which employed, does that mean residents of Terri- 
tories? In other words, how are they in Foreign Service if they are 
permanent residents of the areas in which employed ? 

I am trying to understand that. 

Mr. Youne. These are people who are United States citizens, ci- 
vilians who are residing in the Territories or in other spots who are 
employed by the United States Government. Most of these would be 
in the Territories, I would think. 

Mr. Ruopes. You include the 11,000 or more dependents with that 
83,000 figure ? 

Mr. Youne. The 11,000 is included in the 83,000. 

All of these people are not necessarily in the Foreign Service. 
They are working for the Department of Defense or Interior or 
Commerce. 

Mr. JoHansen. In other words, a wife of a Foreign Service em- 
ployee may also be working? 

Mr. Youne. She will be one of this 11,000. 

Mr. Ruopes. Actually, there are more dependents than the 11,000. 
These 11,000 dependents are also employed by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Jonansen. When I used the term “Foreign Service,” I meant 
persons employed overseas. On page 3, there is a reference to the 
fact that these are employees of some 20 agencies. Without taking 
the time now to list those, I wonder if the list of those agencies 
could be furnished to the committee. 

Mr. Youne. I would be glad to furnish it. 

Mr. Jonansen. Now, a further question: How do the proposed 
provisions of home leave under consideration here compare with any 
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similar or related provisions for those in the uniformed military 
services ¢ 

Mr. Younc. May Lask Mr. Carroll to answer that ? 

Mr. Carroutit. Mr. Chairman, I cannot answer the question pre- 
cisely. However, I can say that there is nothing comparable to the 
home leave in the militar v leave system as I understand it because 
they have in the military their rotation system which provides that 
the military serve a certain period of time, usually 2 or 2% years, de- 
pending on the location, overseas, at which time they are rotated to 
the States for a 2- or 3-year tour. 

Mr. Jowansen. It is an automatic rotation for them and is not 
applicable to the civilians. 

Mr. Youne. I think Mr. Wolfsperger can enlarge on this when he 
testifies for the Department of Defense. 

Mr. JoHansen. Has there been any study or computation or esti- 
mate made of what, if any, additional costs are involved in this pro- 
gram or will that be a subject of subsequent testimony ? 

Mr. Young. I think your best answer on that will be received from 
Mr. Wolfsperger inasmuch as the Department of Defense is the largest 
user of this. 

Actually, it is very difficult to tell. You have to keep certain fac- 
tors in mind in thinking about the cost angle, of which there are 
four principal ones which complicate the picture. 

The first one is the difficulty in determining the extent to which 
departments and agencies can absorb the workload of employees who 
come home on home leave. Can other people pick up the load for the 
30 days or whatever it may be or do you have to get a substitute, 
which would add to your actual dollar cost ? 

A second factor is that this bill provides for limitation of the use 
of home leave in the case of certain groups and it is not known yet 
until we get the regulations worked out as to the extent to which 
those r egulations will limit the use of leave. In other words, you may 
have it put a maximum on the amount that you can take at one 
time and that kind of thing. 

Thirdly, we do not know yet to what extent employees will resign 
at the conclusion of a tour of duty, which would make them ineligible 
for capitalizing on their home leave. That rules them out. Certainly 
it would be my feeling that with this kind of inequity being 
straightened out in our overseas operation, we will have less strain 
in our employment as the transportation provision provided last 
year. 

We do not know to what extent we will save money, in terms of 
overseas recruitment and training. 

That will be an offsetting factor. 

You are going to have money probably by having a more stable 
force and, by and large, the experience has been that in situations of 
this sort, except in unusual conditions, your local office abroad can 
absorb the additional workload which is required. 

My guess is that it is not going to cost anything or, if it does, it will 
cost very little in addition to the total dollar cost to which the Govern- 
ment will be put, 

I would doubt that, if you average it out over a period of 5 years, 
it would increase your dollar cost any. 


21592—58——-3 
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Mr. JoHansen. One remark which you made prompts one further 
question. I am not clear and I wonder if either further comment 
by you or subsequent testimony might elaborate on it. 

I am not clear as to the demarkation between the basic legislation 
and the area that is going to be covered by the regulations or the 
controls to be issued by ‘the President. 

In other words, I am not clear as to the range of option or flexibility 
or choice which will have a bearing on the actual operation of the law 
that is going to rest with the President or with his designated agent. 

Mr. Youne. What this law does basically is to provide authority 
for home leave in addition to annual or sick leave provisions. It pro- 
vides a framework within which the President may issue regulations 
to govern it. It imposes a maximum limitation on the amount of 
home leave which is 1 week in every 4 months. ‘Three weeks a year 
will be the maximum amount, 

I assume that the regulations might cut that down to practically 
zero in certain places and areas and under certain conditions. 

It will vary within that maximum limitation. It does provide the 
hasic authority and the framework with the m: iximum limit and then 
largely by the application of it in terms of your varying situations has 
to be worked out on a regulation basis. 

Mr. Jouansen. Thank you. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment here in 
regard to what Mr. Johansen has said. Maybe the chairman would 
like to correct his statement about the permanent overseas employ- 
ment. I 47 not like to see this continued for the next 500 or 50 
or 20 years. It depends upon the need as to whether extension should 
be granted and if the chairman would like to ask the gentleman to 
c hange his wording that these have been extended for some time and 
not knowing how long they will be continued, it is best to take care 
of situations in the past and any future situations. I think the 
wording is not quite clear and that is why the gentleman has brought 
up the question. 

Mr. Jonansen. If the gentleman will yield, let me say that I am 
not blaming Mr. Young for the permanence or degree of permanence of 
this program. That is not his fault. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That isthe fault of the Congress. 

Mr. JoHansen. That is why I mentioned that some of my colleagues 
and I differed on the point. 

Mr. Youne. I will be glad to strike that particular sentence from 
my statement if that will eliminate the confusion. 

Mr. JonHansen. I hope that will remain in the record. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Mr. Young, would not there be some danger of in- 
equities if the granting of such leave would be determined by regu- 
lation of the President ? 

I am just wondering if it would not create inequities. 

Mr. Youne. Well, I have expounded, I am afraid, before this com- 
mittee in the past on the subject of the responsibility for management 
and proper administration. 

It is my feeling, Mr. Chairman, that here is the type of situation 
vhich it is impossible to handle by writing every last variation into 


the legislation itself, that there has to be a considerable amount of 
administrative discretion. 
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The extent to which there may be inequities as the result of the 
issuance of the regulations under an authority such as this proposed 
here, to my mind, would be purely a reflection of inadequate study 
or inadequate management. 

In terms of the applic ation of this authority, and I would assume 
that where there were such inequities and they could be corrected 
within this authority, that they would be corrected. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would it be possible under this provision to deny 
this leave to some employee and would it be possible to give others 
more than the amount mentioned / 

Mr. Youne. You could not give them any more than the limitation 
set in here but you could cut it down to zero administratively, yes 

Mr. Ruopes. Under this proposal, am I right in saying that the 
amount of leave would amount to approximately a maximum of 58 
days? What would be the difference between the way the law is 
now and what this bill would do? In other words, now they can 
accumulate up to 45 days, but with this new bill they could have 
what amount ¢ 

Mr. Youne. They would have 30 days rather than 45 to start with. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would that be beyond the 30 / 

Mr. Younc. They could have 30 days annual leave if they have 
the years in service to accumulate that much. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, they get 4 weeks a year. That would 
be total days. Then they have accumulation of 30 and that would 
give them 58. 

Mr. Younc. Lam sorry. I did not follow that. 

Mr. Ruopes. What would be the maximum number of days which 
they could go home if this legislation were enacted ? 

Mr. Youna. On a 2-year tour of duty which is the normal tour 
at the present time that would be 30 days of home leave under this 
revision. 

Mr. Carrot. Yes, sir, this provides 30 days every 2 years or 15 
days every year, under the provisions of this bill. 

Now, aside from this, of course, he accrues his regular annual leave 
under the Leave Act. 

Mr. Ruopes. You would limit the accumulated leave to 30 days; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Carrou.. Yes, sir; and how fast he gets the 30 days depends 
on whether he is a 3-year man or a 20-year man, you see. 

Mr. Ruopes. But if he would have the maximum he would have 30 
days? 

Mr. Carroty. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Under this bill, he would get 28 days more. 

Mr. Carrot. Thirty days, sir, every 2 years. 

Mr. JoHansen. Will the chairman yield ? 

Is not this home leave 1 week for every 4 months? That is, 3 weeks 
a year, is it not, instead of 4? 

Mr. Carrouu. Yes. 

Mr. Lesinsxt. Mr. Chairman, there are 5 working days in a week, 
so that actually would give them 3 weeks rather than 2 weeks. Am I 
correct ? 

Mr. Youna. Figuring the 30 days on a 2-year basis. 

Mr. Lestnskt. It would be 6 weeks, rather than 4 weeks. He does 
not work Saturdays and Sundays, so 15 days a year is 2 weeks and 1 
day; correct ? 
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Mr. Carroii. We are computing on the basis of the 5-day week. 
That is 3 weeks a year. 

Mr. Ruopes. That would be 15 days a year. 

Mr. Youne. That is the 30 days every 2 years. 

Mr. Jomansen. Plus for practical purposes 2 days for each of those 
weeks, the Saturdays and Sundays. In other words, in terms of time 
available to him, it is 6 times 7 or 42 days on top of the 30, is it not ? 

Mr. Carrot. Yes, sir; figuring the way you are computing it, it 
would be, including the weekends. 

Mr. Jonansen. The 30 days have added to them additional Satur- 

days and Sundays. I was trying to compute it in terms of the fact 
that “as of this date, I am free to go home. How much time do I 
have at home ?” 
Mr. Carrotu. This bill gives him 3 additional 7-day weeks. As 
a matter of fact, the only leave he acquires are the workdays, so we 
say 15 days. That adds up to 3 weeks per year in terms of total time 
off the job. 

Mr. Riropes. He could accumulate 2 years of such leave. 

Mr. Carroti. He can accumulate it indefinitely as a matter of fact, 
but the regulations would provide we assume for the home leave to 
tie in closely with the completion of his tour of duty which would 
normally be 2 years. 

Mr. Youne. If you allowed him to accumulate it indefinitely, it 
would not do any good. 

Mr. Carrot. He does not get paid for it, so there is no reason for 
him to accumulate it. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are there any further questions ? 

We thank you, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ruoprs. Our next witnesses are Mr. Ellsworth Wolfsperger, 
Chief, Overseas Affairs Division of the Office of Civilian Personnel, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Department of the Army, and Mr. Lex 
L. Dodds, Chief of the Operations Branch, Overseas Affairs Division, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Department of the Army. 


STATEMENTS OF ELLSWORTH WOLFSPERGER, CHIEF, OVERSEAS 
AFFAIRS DIVISION, OFFICE OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF STAFF, G-1, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; AND LEX L. 
DODDS, CHIEF, OPERATIONS BRANCH, OVERSEAS AFFAIRS DIVI- 


SION, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, G-1, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 


Mr. Woxrsrrrcer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a brief 
statement printed here, of which you have. copies, although, frankly, 
I feel that it would be perhaps unnecessary to repeat the items which 
you have heard more eloquently from Mr. Young. 

I would like to say that the Secretary of Defense has delegated to 
the Department of the Army responsibility for expressing the views 
of the Department of Defense and other military departments with 
regard to H. R. 5843. 

The Department of Defense favors enactment of H. R. 5843. It is 
believed that this legislation will assist the military departments in 
recruiting and retaining competent employees in their oversea activi- 
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ties. It would also have the effect of extending to employees of all 
Federal agencies the benefits which are now provided only for em- 
ployees of the State Department and two other Federal agencies 
authorized to administer civilian personnel under the provisions of 
the Foreign Service Act. In other words, this action would correct 
an existing inequity among employees serving abroad in different and 
separate agencies and bring about a reasonable degree of uniformity 
in these matters throughout the Federal Government. 

1 shall not describe again the contents of the bill. I feel that you 
have covered that adequately. 

The reasons for advocating home leave for such officers and em- 
ployees are the same as those advanced in support of home leave for 
employees of the State Department Foreign Service, the Foreign 
Operations Administration, and the United States Information 
Agency. Home leave is considered necessary to permit employees who 
remain in foreign areas or overseas areas to obtain proper rest and 
recuperation in the United States after service at tropical, isolated, 
or other hardship posts; to permit employees to become reacquainted 
with American ideas and customs or current events after prolonged 
exposure to foreign influences, or in the foreign isolation, and to per- 
mit the employee to take an adequate vacation in his own country to 
visit his family, friends, et cetera. The last reason is especially im- 
portant since im certain areas employees are not permitted to take 
their wives and children to their overseas post of assignment. 

As has been mentioned earlier, this bill is a logic al companion to 
Public Law 737, 838d Congress, which authorized the payment of 
round-trip travel expenses for employees and their immediate families 
after the employees have satisfactor ily completed an agreed period of 
service overseas and are returning to their actual places of residence 
for the purpose of taking leave prior to beginning a new period of 
service at an overseas post. 

We feel that this transportation provision is a substantial step 
forward and we feel that this will be a proper companion document. 

This legislation constituted a substantial step forward in improv- 
ing the conditions of overseas employment to a point where highly 
competent employees can be recruited. 

We find, however, that a goodly portion of the United States citi- 
zen employees of the military departments stationed outside the con- 
tinental United States are in their early years of Federal service and 
are accruing annninl leave at a rate of only 13 working days per year. 
This rate of leave accrual does not permit such employees to build up 
a sufficient leave Selene e to make a trip to their residence econom1- 
cally worthwhile, even after 2 years of service. The same is true to 
a lesser extent of employees accruing leave at the rate of 20 days per 
year. Because periodic “home leave” in the United States, or place 
of residence in the Territories or possessions, is a very desirable at- 
traction in recruiting and retaining competent employees who will 
remain overseas with the military departments for an extended 
period of service, H. R. 5843 is considered as significant legislation. 

If H. R. 5843 is enacted, it is contemplated that strict administra 
tive controls will be established in the Department of Defense to 

carry out Presidential regulations concerning the granting of home 
leave. It is expected that the amount and frequenc: y of such leave 


granted will vary in accordance with such factors as the remoteness 
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of unhealthy environment of the post of assignment, and the amount 
of leave necessary (in additional to normal leave allowances) to 
provide a reasonable period of leave for employees at their place of 
permanent residence. 

You have heard earlier of the study made by the executive branch 
in November 1952, of various business concerns in the matter of ex- 
tending home leave to their personnel. 

The most common practice is to grant 1 month home leave for 
each year spent overseas except in hardship areas, the Orient, et 
cetera, where this amount is usually increased to 2 months’ leave for 
each year of service. 

Enactment of this legislation would be particularly timely in that 
the Department of Defense and the Civil Service Commission are 
now working on arrangements for extension of the competitive civil 
service to employees of the Department of Defense in overseas areas. 
In other words, to have the employees overseas be in this same normal 
civil-service apparatus as is common for the employees within this 
country. When these arrangements are complete these employees 
will become a part of the permanent career service of the Govern- 
ment and will be expected to serve for extended periods of time at 
overseas installations. We felt that enactment of this legislation will 
assist the DOD in recruiting and retaining competent staff personnel 
in its overseas activities. 

Careful analysis of this legislation indicates there would be no 
additional requirement for funds for the Department of Defense. 
The annual dollar value of the additional leave that would be granted 
under its provisions is approximately $1,800,000, based on the strength 
of the military departments as of April 1954. This estimate repre- 
sents a statistical cost chargeable to the leave function rather than 
a requirement for new obligational authority. Further, savings may 
actually accrue as a result of fewer quits for the purpose of return- 
ing home. These savings would be made up of reduced recruiting 
costs and time lost while positions are vacant between the resigna- 
tion of the incumbent and the arrival of his replacement. 

In summary, let me reemphasize the Department of Defense con- 
siders that the authority contained in this legislation is desirable as 
a means of treating overseas employees in an equitable manner with 
regard to home leave regardless of the agency in which they happen to 
be employed. Further, it would provide for practices comparable to 
those of private industry. It is believed, also, that the provisions of 
home leave will be of considerable assistance in ree ruiting and retain- 
ing competent employees who might otherwise seek other employment 
because of the impracticability of returning to their residenc es on the 
limited annual leave earned during the early years of employment. 

In closing, let me express the appreciation of the Department. of 
Defense for the opportunity to present its views with regard to H. R. 
5845, 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lestnskt. Mr. Wolfspermer, I am glad that you are concurring 
with the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission. 

L have one question and that is this: Mr. Young has mentioned that 
this legislation is a ‘base for all leave in different agencies. 
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Would it be proper to assume that in future years as this progresses 
that further legislation might be enacted that will specifically stipu- 
late what an agency may have and do? Do you believe that after it 
has worked for 3 or 4 years certain amendments might be made? 

Mr. Wotrspercer. There are several primary agencies, if you will. 
Defense has a lot of people as contrasted with the total in this group, 
although State Department has also a very significant group. 

There are problems, as has been indicated, of varying conditions in 
the areas in which the persons are located. 

There are also variations which come from the differing types of 

career service, if you will, that exist in the different Federal systems. 

Now, I would not deem it at all improbable that, as one attempts 
to work through to get a formula which would give this equity to the 
several types of employees and to take account of the differing con- 
ditions of locations, we would observe certain practices and guidelines 
erystallizing which perhaps could be crystallized further into legisla- 
tion at that future time. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. I am driving at the fact that we recognize that the 
different agencies have different problems at this time, ‘but oftentime 
interpretation of the law is different among other people in the same 
agency, as a matter of fact, and I do not believe it proper to make the 
law go any further than it is at the present time in a future year. 

There might be a possibility that in order to crystallize what our 
thinking is that at a future date we might have to amend this where, 
in the meantime, they will be given a chance to work out the difficulties 
and come back with a definite proposal as to what each agency will 
have to do. 

Certain differences will come up. At that time we can specify 23 
to what they should be. 

Getting back to the thing I have just said, is the fact that, as is 
human nature, different people interpret the same laws in different 
fashions. 

Mr. Wotrsrercer. We would hope, sir, that the regulation that the 
President will have the task of providing will give a set of criteria 
that will be of assistance in keeping down variations between agencies 
where conditions are identical but our problem, as I see it, is that it is 
extremely difficult in one package or at least with our experience up 
to this moment to be able to specify the remedy for all these varying 
degrees of ailments and this is a means of exploration by which to 
work this out. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Johansen. 

Mr. Jonansen. Pursuing that same point, do I understand that 
there are actually going to be three sources of authority in the matter: 
No. 1, the basic ‘legislation proposed to be enacted by Congress; No. 
2, the broad regulation including what you call the criteria to be set 
up by the President. 

Now, is there to be a third source of decision in the matter; namely, 
the administrative head of the agency on the spot overseas? 

Mr. Worrsrercer. We had visualized primarily the executive regu- 
lation. Some executive regulations go into more detail than others. 
It is the job of an agency to actually apply the procedures with ref- 
erence to individuals. 

Mr. JoHaNnseEN. Interpret, in other words. 
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Mr. Wovrsrercer. That is right. 

Now, in any regulation with regard to a matter such as this, there 
would be a discretion, for example, within an agency that, “We can’t 
spare the man at this time.” 

In other words, the individual might choose to come home on the 
30th of June but if the agency for some reason in its opinion feels that 
it can not spare the man on the 30th of June and he should wait until 
the Ist of August, that is something that is within the discretion of the 
agency. 

I am sure that the Department of Defense would not be silent in the 
councils which are working out the regulation or which would work 
out the regulation. 

We have some of what we feel are serious problems. We have the 
task of covering or assuring that the employees are on the ball. We 
also have the very serious concern of making sure that the operations 
of the agency will go along properly and I believe that the experience 
and views of the Department of Defense would be involved in this 
general working out of the broad regulation of which you spoke. 

Mr. Jostansen. I am not meaning to embarrass you by this question 
at all, but the thing that is in the “back of my mind is this dividing 
line between basic legisl: ation and certain criteria whch you referred 
to, I think, as broad criteria. I am wondering whether there is not . 
certain area of these broad criteria and of these regulations which, if 
the President or his agents are able to work them out on an overall 
basis, whether, if they are susceptible of this treatment by the Ex- 
ecutive they are not susceptible of that treatment by Congress in the 
basic legislation. 

That does not need to be a question if you do not want it to be a 
question. 

Mr. Wo xrsrercer. I am afraid there is no answer that I can give. 

I believe that the general criteria naturally are amenable or are 
proper content of the legislation. 

The task that we had visualized in considering this legislation was 
the difficulty of actually defining some of these matters in terms of 
principle without the possibility of ac tually listing cases, and in other 
words, our thinking or at least our exploration had not come up with 
any handy yardstick that could be just put down for absolute use. 

Mr. JoHansen. But there will be something of that character in 
the executive regulations ? 

Mr. Wotrsrrercer. We would hope that for the Department of De- 
fense it would go much further and actually prescribe what is to be 
done in this ty pe: situation. 

Mr. JomanseNn. Do you visualize separate sets of regulations and 
criteria for different agencies rather than overall ? 

Mr. Wotrspercer. No. The purpose here is to attempt to relieve 
inequities or differences, if you will, for the same conditions and for 
like conditions which exist in different departments, I cannot per- 
sonally visualize how that can be effected, that minimizing of dif- 
ferences if each agency were going to be more or less a free | agent to 
go ahead. 

[ feel that each of the agencies want to have not only the proper 
thing for their own employees but an assurance that employees in 
other agencies are going to be operating under substantially the same 
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provisions so that they will not have to answer their employees’ com- 
plaints, “Well, employees over here are getting it and we are not.’ 

Mr. JoHansen. In other words, like treatment. 

Mr. Wotrsrercer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnskt. In other words, Mr. Wolfsperger has mentioned the 
fact that this proposed legislation is a basic legislation for all de- 
partments. 

On the other hand, there are little things that come up that will 
have to be taken care of as you go along and the presidential regula- 
tion will take care of that? Is that right? 

Mr. Wotrspercer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnskt. In other words, this legislation basically is the same 
for all agencies ? 

Mr. Wotrsprercer. That is right. 

Mr. JomaNnsen. But by his testimony, he said that he anticipated 
that the regulations would likewise be for all agencies. That is the 
point that disturbs me a little bit. 

Mr. Woxrsrercer. May I perhaps go a little further? I do antici- 
pate that the Presidential regulation would be for all agencies. Now, 
under such a regulation, there may well be provision that employees 
have a certain type of service, such as those who are subject to place- 
ment in any part of the world at any time without their particular 
consent by an agency would have one type of possibility for home 
leave. In other words, they perhaps might get a little more in the 
maximum of home leave than a type of employee who is used only 
on a more or less recurring basis for an overseas assignment, but who 
is a part of the total career service of a 1 department. He might 
conceivably be permitted a much shorter period as a maximum al- 
lowance for home leave. 

Now, those are two different varieties of employees which could 
very well be spoken to in such a Presidential regulation. That regu- 
lation would apply equally to all departments. Some departments 
might have more employees of this variety that that variety, but at 
least the regulation would be uniform for all. 

Does that make it clear? 

Mr. Jonansen. I think I understand your thinking there. 

I have one other question, Mr. Chairman. IT still must confess to 
some degree of skepticism about the assurances that this is not going 
to cost anything. In the lighter vein, I can remember times past 
when even a 2 weeks’ vacation or a week’s absence from work due to 
illness, and I am not talking of Government service, caused me appre- 
hensions as to the boss finding out that I might not be as indispen- 
sable as I wanted to believe. If in substantial numbers we are able to 
grant what amounts to 60 days of absence from the job and if there 
are a substantial number of employees in a position, or in an area, 
wiikent replacements, it seems to me that you have two alternatives: 
either you are going to have to have replacements during that period 
with the cost incident thereto, or there may be—and I am not being 
dogmatic or meaning to be nasty—there may be questions as to how 
indispensable they are to the functions, to the operation. 

I am a little skeptical about the assurances that always come easily 
at this stage of legislation that it is not going to cost anything. 

Mr. Worrsrercer. I am afraid that I cannot throw much more light 
on it other than to refer back to some of the items that Mr. Young 
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mentioned where it is just impossible to speak with too much pre- 
cision as to what is going to happen, because there are so many of 
these variables. 

I can say for the Department of Defense that we calculated, as I 
mentioned, the actual technical leave cost. and then outlined some of 
the financial benefits that could be expected, and it was the opinion of 
our comptroller, the money people, in other words, that this would 
not, in their opinion, involve any additional requests from depart- 
ments on the Congress for money. 

Mr. JoHanseN. I am glad to have this in the record. 

Mr. Worrsprercer. This is the best guess that can be obtained. 

Mr. Jonansen. Thank you. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Mr. Wolfsperger, may I say this and correct me if 
I am wrong: It has been said that it might be more costly for each 
employee, to maintain the employee in a service. On the other hand, 
it costs less or as much in the overall picture because of the fact 
that you shall retain that employee so much longer. 

We all know that the work has to be done and for that reason you 
have to have someone take his place. On the other hand, if you keep 
on changing employees continually without giving them the proper 
leave, you are actually increasing the cost of the department because 
of untrained personnel. 

In private industry they are doing the same thing. They are giv- 
ing their employees 2 or 3 weeks paid leave a year. This isa parallel 
to private industry more or less right now. 

Mr, Jowansen. How serious a problem is turnover due to the hard- 
ship of long absences from home ? 

Mr. Wotrspercer. It is hard to isolate turnover for this, but I 
looked up the figures for the Department of the Army and, I think, 
of Defense—we have the most folks concerned—and as to the acces- 
sions—that is, the number of new people that have to go on the rolls— 
it comes out that we have about a third each year. Today a third 
of the people that are now employed were not so employed a year ago. 

Now, that is a fairly terrific turnover or change and we are strug- 
gling through all devices to reduce this because it is a costly affair. 

I might say on the matter of costs, Mr. Chairman, that there is one 
other element that we have not mentioned specifically, but I believe 
that there would probably be some savings accruing from the second 
part of this package; that is, the reduction of the lump-sum accu- 
mulation of annual leave. That 15 days is something that was paid 
for in cash at a termination of the person’s service. There would be 
some saving there. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Wolfsperger, did you say that the decision of the 
Defense Department abroad on these matters and of other agencies 
pretty well reflects the regulation of the executive department ? 

Mr. Wotrsrercer. Would they reflect it ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Would they pretty much reflect the authority of the 
regulation ¢ 

Mr. Wotrsrercer. They had better. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, it would be left pretty much to the 
heads of the agencies. 

Mr. Woxtrsrercer. That is right. As to the application in the indi- 
vidual case, as to whether this individual falls under this part of the 
regulation or that part of the regulation would be a matter of local 
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termination, but our employees are not averse to letting their feelings 
be known, if they feel that the wrong decision has been made; and, 
further, from the point of view of our own checkup and management, 
if you will, we have procedures for looking in on the people to assure 
that each command is following the same course. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have something to say, Mr. Dodds? 

Mr. Dopps. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

We have four more. witnesses; and I would like, if we could, to end 
the hearings this morning. 

The next witness will be Mr. Thomas Walters, operations director, 
Government Employees Council, American Federation of Labor. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL, AMERICAN FEDERATION 
OF LABOR 


Mr. Watrers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Russell M. Stephens asked me to obtain your 
permission for him to file a statement on this legislation. 

He would have been here in person but he is detained this morning 
because of a commitment that he made several weeks ago to meet 
with the white-collar group of the free German Government em- 
ployees to discuss with them the methods of operating our legislative 
activities in this country and to indoctrinate them with our thinking 
on the labor movement. 

With your permission, I would like for him to have the privilege of 
filing a statement on this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Ruopes. With no objection, the statement will be included in 
the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION 
or TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AFFILIATED WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
LABOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Russell M. Stephens. 
I am the president of the American Federation of Technical Engineers, affiliated 
with the American Federation of Labor. Our organization is the employee 
representative of many federally employed technical engineers, including those 
employed in the Panama Canal Zone, the Territory of Hawaii, and in Alaska. 

The purpose of this legislation, if I interpret it correctly, is to standardize 
employment conditions with respect to the accumulation of annual leave for all 
Federal employees, both within and without the continental limits of the United 
States. We object to the proposed legislation because in our opinion there are 
bona fide reasons why the employee working at a point distant from his native 
continent should receive special consideration in the amount of allowable ac- 
cumulated leave. The proposed legislation does not revise the amount of leave 
earned, but merely changes the amount of earned leave that the foreign-duty 
employee is allowed to accumulate. Asa result there is no money saving to the 
Government but the bills merely set up regulations which would act to the dis- 
advantage of the employees concerned. The present law allows a maximum ac- 
cumulation of 45 days’ leave for employees working outside of the continental 
limits of the United States, and the proposed legislation would reduce this 
allowable accumulation to 30 days. This would affect the amount of lump-sum 
payment available to the employee upon his termination of employment out- 
side the continental United States. Such an employee requires a much longer 
time in which to procure a new position than is required by the employee in the 
United States upon termination, and he will therefore require a greater amount 
of termination pay to tide him over for that longer period of time. In addition, 
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the terminated employee from a position outside the United States will be con- 
fronted with the expense of living in a hotel or furnished apartment while 
awaiting the several weeks necessary for having his household goods and fur- 
nishings transported to the mainland. To sum up, Mr. Chairman, our organ- 
ization cannot endorse any legislation which would lessen the amount of leave 
which the overseas employee is at present permitted to accumulate. 

I wish to thank you for the privilege of presenting our thoughts with regard 
to H. R. 8820 and H. R. 5843 to this committee. 

Mr. Waurers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, £ am 
of the opinion that we can all agree that employees outside of the 
continental United States must of necessity be covered by a dif- 
ferent leave law from those employed in the United States. 

The intent of H. R. 3820 and H. R. 5843, in our opinion, is an at- 
tempt to standardize the treatment atforded employees employed out- 
side the continental United States who are included under the Annual 
and Sick Leave Act of 1951, as amended. We support this type of 
philosophy and trust that through a detail study that H. R. 382 
and H. R. 5843 might be amended and combined to bring about this 
type of uniformity without injury to the employees. We do not 
support the theory of standardizing the treatment offered the Fed- 
eral employees outside the continental United States with those em- 
ployed within the United States, unless all conditions are similar, 
and we believe that would be next to impossible. 

It is our opinion that if this type of legislation is going to be en- 
acted into law, that this Congress or this committee should take a 
fuller part than is presented in the language of these bills. 

For instance, we do not subscribe to the theory that this legislation 
should be just left hanging high and dry, so to speak, and leave it 
to the President’s office to write the broad regulations which have 
been referred to here this morning. That might or might not work 
out satisfactorily to the majority of ag znployees. 

We believe that this committee is just as well or better qualified 
as the people who would be lied upon to write these regulations, 
that is, to break them down to a point where the agencies then, of 
course, could apply them under the general yardstick as set up by 
this Congress. 

We trust that the language referring to the President issuing the 
regulations be deleted from this legislation. 

We also would recommend that that portion of the bill that states— 
but no such leave which is not used shall be made the basis for any terminal 
leave or lump-sum payment 
likewise be stricken. 

[f these employees have this home leave to their credit or this extra 
time, call it whatever you may, and have not been permitted to use 
it, when they leave the service they should be paid for it. 

Now, of course, there is only one way that I can see that this legis- 
lation will not cost additional money. 

We are not so much opposed to legislation costing additional m oney 
providing the employees are benefited and the service rendered is 
unproved, but we have never had a reorganization or any additional 
legislation that was helpful that I can visualize that did not cost 
additional money. 

The thing th: at struck me very much a moment ago was the fact that 
it. is Lp going to cost a great deal of money, that they are going to 
take it away from the employees by reducing their present leave of 
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45 days to 30. You can always save money if you take it away from 
the folks who are working for you. It does not cost any additional 
money. 

We certainly do not subscribe to that type of philosophy and 1 
would hate very much to see legislation enacted that would take away 
from employees that which they have been enjoying over the years. 

We certainly would oppose reducing it from 45 days to 30 days 
with all the ability that we have before this committee and before 
the Congress. I am sure it will cost money to enact this legislation 
into law and we might just as well face it. 

If it is a good piece of legislation, then let it cost some money. 

I certainly agree with Mr. Johansen’s questions, at Jeast, which 
inferred that he thought also that it was going to cost money. I am 
certainly firm in my thinking that it will cost additional money. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that that, in substance, is about our posi- 
tion on this legislation. 

Now, we do feel that home leave is a good thing. I do not believe 
that it should be left to where some employees might not get any and 
other might get the full amount. I think that this Congress should 
take the world—if we are going to stay in this type of work, and I 
presume we will—and cut it up into something similar to a pie, and 
block it out as to those places that might need more home leave and 
those that might need less in a geographical situation. It would not 
be too difficult. 

I would prefer risking this a than some other people who 
are not accountable to the voters of the country directly to prepare 
the broad regulations. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Walters. 

Mr. Lesinski ? 

Mr. Lesrnskr. Would the gentleman be in favor of amendments to 
the bill saying that the President or the Civil Service Commission in 
conjunction with the rest of the agency propose definite criteria 
which we can put through further legislation as of the first of next 
year? . 

Mr. Watters. Yes; I would do that, but I would hold up this 
legislation until they gave me this criteria and put it in en 

Mr. Lestnskt. This establishes a criterion as a base. I also recog- 
nize what you are talking about as to the various agencies having 
different interpretations of the law. 

If we pass this legislation, it gives a definite base. 

On the other hand, there are variations in various agencies. I 
recognize that. If we pass the legislation out as a base for all agen- 
cies and in turn requested recommendations as of January 3, 1956, 
to further incorporate into the law, would that not be a better way 
of establishing a more perfect law ? 

Mr. Watters. Well, I do not think our people would buy that. I 
think they would prefer and would so recommend to the Members of 
Congress that we wait a day or two and get this broad criteria set up 
now because they have evidently given a lot of thought to it. They 
have an idea of what it is going to obtain, I presume. 

If they do not, I am sure that our people feel very keenly on this, 
Congressman, and that they would not lend any support in its 
present form unless it is amended, because we have had some very 
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sad experiences on what might or might not happen 6 
year from now. 

Mr. Lesrnsxr. I have that in the back of my mind. That is why I 
am asking this. I would like to see some base come out as this 
provides. 

On the other hand, I also recognize the human element involved. 

Mr. Jowansen. Will the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Do you feel that it is a very substantial or definite base legislatively 
if under that legislation, as is the case, if I understood the testimony 
of Mr. Young correctly, the range of home leave might be from 3 
weeks per year down to zero? Is that a very solid base if there can 
be that much range? 

Mr. Watters. No, sir, it is not. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Based on the option or the discretion of an agency 
of the executive branch ? 

Mr. Watters. That is too much leeway, in my opinion. 

Mr. Jouansen. If there can be none this means that the executive 

can in effect negate the legislative, does it not ? 

Mr. Waurers. That is right, sir. In my opinion, that is right. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Mr. C hairman, one further question. 

Mr. Walters, are you in favor of giving the lump-sum payment 
for unused leave? 

Mr. Watters. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnskxr. I concur for a very definite reason. It does not 
cost the Government any more money for a very simple reason. Ifa 
man has 30 days coming and is about to retire or quit his job, either 
the Federal Government maintains him on that job for an additional 
30 days doing very little or nothing or else pays him for that 30 days 
and gets him out of its hair. 

Actually, the individual and Government are both further ahead. 

Mr. Watters. I am in favor and our people are in favor of getting 
paid for the 45 days plus whatever home leave might be to his credit. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Because otherwise you know they are going out. 

Mr. Wavrers. If the agencies know and this is another human ele- 
ment, if they know that this employee cannot be paid for this home 
leave, then there might be a tendency not to grant him the home leave 
because it never would cost the Government anything. If they knew 
that he was going to be paid for this home leave that he had earned 
when he left the service, then they would be more lenient in granting 
him the privilege of taking that home leave while in the service. 

I feel very deeply that the employee should have a provision to be 
paid for whatever leave is to his credit when he leaves the service. 

Mr. Lesinsxr. I can give a parallel in private industry: an in- 
dividual working for a concern had 3 weeks of leave coming, paid 
annual leave. The concern was in need of additional help so they 
paid him for the remaining 2 weeks of annual leave and put him back 
on the payroll. In other words, he got for 2 weeks’ work 4 weeks’ 
of pay. 

That would be the same thing as here. Instead of the individual 
wasting his time away on a post, he would be paid that sum and the 
agency would be further ahead. 

Mr. Waurers. I agree. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Ruopres. Mr. Walters, I presume you would be in favor of 
the bill if amended in those two instances ¢ 

Mr. Watrers. That is right, and to leave it at 45 days. We would 
not want to see it cut down to 30 days. 

Mr. Ruopes. I wonder whether we could have the witnesses all 
heard before we leave this morning. 

Mr. JoHansen. May I ask the witness one more question ¢ 

Do the present home leave provisions for State Department, FOA, 
and Information Service, provide that the home leave may be paid, 
may be accumulated ¢ 

You are asking for something that is a plus here even under the 
present status. 

Mr. Watrers. I am of the opinion that it is not payable now under 
the home leave. I might be wrong on that. 

Mr. JoHANsEN. There is one point in your testimony where I can 
not find myself in complete agreement with you. 

I can not escape the fact that we have one other party in all of 
these problems that sometimes gets pushed aside. 

You are one of that party and so am I and so is everyone. That is 
the taxpayer. 

Mr. Watters. We realize, too, but I still feel that it would be better 
for all concerned if they were paid for that home leave if they were 
not privileged to take it while in the service. 

They ought to give them the home leave and ought to see that they 
take the home leave. If they do that, there would be nothing to 
pay. 

Mr. JoHansen. To accomplish the purpose that it is designed to 
accomplish ? 

Mr. Watters. That is right. 

Mr. Lestnski. Suppose the regulations provide for the fact that if 
an employee requests annual leave and the agency denies that annual 
leave, then he shall be compensated therefor in a financial way in place 
of the annual leave? 

Mr. Watters. We would settle with you for that. 

Mr. Lestnski. It means the same thing. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Walters. 

Mr. Watters. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Our next witness is Mr. John McCart, the legislative 
representative of the American Federation of Government Employees. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, I am John McCart, legislative repre- 
sentative of the American Federation of Government Employees. 

In order to conserve the time of the committee, I would like to 
request the opportunity to submit a prepared statement and to make 
a few very brief observations in connection with the legislation now 
before you. 

I was somewhat i impr essed with the presentation of the testimony by 
the Civil Service Commission and the Department of Defense that this 
legislation is intended to recruit employees and to retain them in 
foreign areas. Thatisa very laudable purpose. 
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The testimony here indicates that the turnover is very great. But 
we submit, Mr. Chairman, that reduction of the lump-sum payment 
from 45 days to 30 days with a supposedly corresponding benefit in 
home leave is not a way to achieve the recruitment of qualified em- 
ployees and their retention in foreign areas. 

The proposition of home leave is completely laudable but if it is 
going to be granted as a recruiting tool, then it should be granted on 
the basis of the present leave benefits plus home leave 

We therefore, Mr. Chairman, subscribe to the retention of the 
present 45-day lump-sum leave payment plus the provision provided 
in the other part of the bill for the home leave with this proviso: 
That it should be standard and that the legislation at least at first 
should prescribe that the leave be granted on the basis of 1 week for 
each 4 months of service without discussion in the beginning. Then 
if it is found that there is need for remedial legislation later on the 
Congress can take the necessary action in that connection. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my comments. 

I would appreciate the opportunity of presenting a prepared state- 
ment to the staff of the committee. 

Mr. Ruopes. With no objection, it will be inserted in the record. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our federation appreciates the 
opportunity afforded by the committee to present our views on these measures 
affecting civilan employees of the Federal Government assigned to overseas 
areas. Since H. kh. 5848 presents a refined version of H. R. 3820, our comments 
will be confined to H. R. 58438. 

The purpose of H. R. 5848 is to provide home leave for some 30,000 civilian 
Federal employees overseas, who do not now receive this benefit. There can 
be little doubt as to the desirability of establishing this principle in legislation. 

Employees who are required to serve at foreign stations for long periods of 
time are quite likely to lose contact with American customs and practices as 
found on the mainland. They should be given an opportunity to return periodi- 
cally to the United States in order to reacquaint them with the current social, 
economic, and cultural developments in their own country. From that stand- 
point, we endorse the principle presented in H. R. 58438. 

Its method of accomplishment, however, leaves something to be desired. 
Under the bill, employees would be able to receive periods of home leave not 
exceeding 1 week for each 4 months of service to be used in the United States, 
its territories or possessions outside the area of employment. The leave could 
be accumulated for future use, but could not be the basis of lump-sum payment 
upon separation. Home leave could be granted after 2 years of continuous service. 

Determination as to the amount of leave to be granted under the “1 week for 
each 4 months of service” standard would be made under regulations promul- 
gated hy the President. 

Employees covered by H. R. 5848 are now entitled to accumulate 45 days’ 
annual leave for lump-sum payment purposes under the Annual and Sick Leave 
Act of 1951, as amended. The bill before the committee would reduce this 
lump-sum payment from 45 days to 30 days. 

These are the two areas in which we feel the measure needs revision. 

If the home leave principle is to be applied, it should be granted to Federal 
workers assigned to overseas stations without reduction in present benefits. The 
additional leave, for which overseas workers may now receive lump-sum pay- 
ment, is essential because of their distance from the homeland and the difficulty 
and financial loss they exeperience in readjusting themselves to life in the 
United States upon their return home. 

The basic reason offered by opponents of the legislation is that it will stimulate 
recruitment of overseas workers and provide a more stable work force. It is 
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difficult to understand how this can be accomplished if the bill reduces one 
benefit, which these employees now receive. 

The other portion of the bill on which our federation has reservations con- 
cerns the discretion granted in determining the amount of home leave these 
employees shall receive. While this type of leave has been in effect in the 
Foreign Service for some years, passage of the current legislation will result 
in its being applied to many employees in various agencies. We fear that the 
application of various periods of home leave under the regulations developed 
by the President and the departments will result in complaints, confusion, and 
inequities. 

Because home leave does not now apply to most of the agencies covered by 
H. R. 5843, our federation is convinced that the “1 week for each 4 months of 
service” should be extended to all agencies and employees in the same manner. 
This will result in a standard benefit for all, If later experience proves the need 
for executive discretion in fixing the amount of home leave, Congress can pro- 
vide it upon the presentation of appropriate justification. 

With these two suggestions for amending H. R. 5843, Mr. Chairman, the 
American Federation of Governmént Employees is happy to announce its sup- 
port of the principle presented in the measure. 

Mr. Ruopes. Our next witness is Mr. Luther Steward, the presi- 
dent of the National Federation of Federal Employees. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, H. R. 
5843 proposes to place some 29,000 Federal civilian employees sta- 
tioned without the continental limits of the United States on a parity 
in respect of home-leave provisions with approximately 9,000 em- 
ployees in the Foreign Service of the State Department, Foreign 
Operations Administration, and United States Information Service, 
who now have definite provisions for home leave, a practice which is 
universal among private employers having employees stationed : 
distant. parts of the world only almost invariably on a more liber al 
basis than any enjoyed by Federal employees or proposed for other 
Federal employees. 

The problent of recruiting competent personnel for overseas assign- 
ments and retaining them has been a ver y serious one as is indicated 
by the high percentage of turnover. 

The natural resentment of the employees in one agency stationed 
abroad who are discriminated against in comparison with other 
employees of other agencies loc ated in the same place adds to these 
difficulties. 

We are in hearty accord with the provisions of H. R. 5843. Our 
organization represents a very substantial number of these overseas 
employees and we have had long and extended experience in handling 
their personnel problems with the heads of the respective agencies. 
The fact that this bill proposes to establish a framework, a maximum 
of conditions, and then to authorize the President of the United States 
to issue the necessary regulations i is, we think, a very necessary one. 

We do not believe that Congress can go into the minutiae of admin- 
istrative regulations without “having such a rigid setup as to make 
a proposal unworkable. 

There are variations which have been set forth by previous wit- 
nesses that would necessitate a different treatment within the maxi- 
mum limitations of this proposal, and where there were instances 
of alleged inequity, either the department or agency itself which is in 
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a competitive position in recruiting and retention would of its own 
motion straighten out those inequitable situations or the represent- 
atives of employees who have been doing this fora great many 
years would take it up; and may I say that we have found in respect 
of overseas employees, the various departments and agencies very 
reasonable and very cooperative in straightening out within the limi- 
tations permitted them under the law. 

At the present time, these 29,000 employees are discriminated 
against. There is nothing that the department or agency can do to 
put them on the level with the 9,000. That requires law, and H. R. 
5843 provides that necessary relief. 

It is clearly the intention of departments and agencies having over- 
seas employees to require in the interests of proper management that 
home leave be taken and as that is something special connected with 
that particular type of employment, we do not feel that there should 
be a provision inserted in the bill to provide for the payment of 
unused home leave as set forth in H. R. 5843. That is something 
special. It is intended to be taken, not accumulated, and we do not 
think that if there should be an unused portion—and I am not of 
the belief that there would be any great amount of that—that it 
should be paid for as is unused leave paid for when an employee 
terminates his service. 

We advocate the enactment of H. R. 5843, as submitted to this com- 
mittee and explained in detail by Commissioner Young and by Mr. 
Wolfsperger, of the Department of Defense. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of appearing. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are there any questions? 

The last witness whom we have with us is Mr. Howard E. Munro, 
the legislative representative of the Central Labor Union and the 
Metal Trades Council of the Panama Canal Zone. 








STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. MUNRO, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, CENTRAL LABOR UNION, METAL TRADES COUNCIL, AFL, 
OF THE PANAMA CANAL ZONE 


Mr. Munro. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Howard E. Munro. I am the legislative representative of 
the Canal Zone Central Labor Union and Metal Trades Council, 
which are affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. I am 
an employee of the Federal Government, and have lived on the Canal 
Zone since May 1943. At present I am on leave without pay. In my 
12 years as a Federal employee employed outside the continental 
United States, I have been in constant contact with employee condi- 
tions affecting that group of United States citizens who have left the 
United States to accept assignment in the Federal service throughout 
the world. 

There are many conditions of employment outside the continental 
United States which must be different from those established for em- 
ployees in the United States because of the basic fact that the em- 
ployment is outside the United States. 

The purpose of the proposed legislation will, in our opinion, stand- 
ardize the treatment afforded the Federal employees employed out- 
side the continental United States, who are included under the Annual 
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and Sick Leave Act of 1951, as amended. We agree that this pur- 
pose is correct and just. 

We do not believe that it is correct or just to standardize the treat- 
ment afforded the Federal employees employed outside the continental 
United States with those Federal employees employed within the 
United States, as is proposed by these bills, unless all conditions are 
similar. Because they are not, we object strongly to this part of the 
proposed legislation. 

The present law allows a maximum accumulation of annual leave 
of 30 days for employees within the United States and 45 days for 
employees outside the United States. This was reduced from 60 
and 90 days, respectively, by Public Law 102, approved July 2, 1953. 
The proposed revision to amend section 203 (d) would further re- 
duce the 45 days for employees outside the United States to 30 days. 

I direct your attention to the fact that this revision does not change 
the amount of leave earned. It only affects the allowable accumu- 
lation. Therefore, there will be no money saved or advantage to the 
Federal Government, but there will be a distinct disadvantage to the 
Federal employee outside the continental United States. 

This a, falls at the time of lump-sum payment for leave 
at time of termination from Federal service. When a Federal em- 
ployee within the United States terminates, he ofttimes has another 
position to go to before the date of termination. His termination 
does not necessarily require him to change his residence. 

When a Federal employee outside the United States terminates, he 
usually does not have another position to go to. It is very hard to 
get a position by mail, even if you knew where to write for one. 
Therefore, his period of unemployment will be greater than a Fed- 
eral employee within the United States. 

I ask that you give consideration to the additional expense placed 
on a Federal employee outside the United States when he terminates. 
Before leaving the area outside the United States, the employee and 
his family must find housing accommodations while his household 
goods are being packed for shipment. 

On arriving in the United States, there is a period of time, from 
several weeks to 6 months or more, that the employee must live with- 
out his household goods. This means either hotels or furnished ac- 
commodations. This is an additional expense attributed to the fact 
that he was a Federal employee outside the United States. 

The addition of home leave will not help the employee on termina- 
tion, because it will only be granted as leave of absence, and will not 
be granted on termination. In order to get your household goods 
returned to the United States under Public Law 600, 79th C ongress, 
you must transfer or terminate. There is no problem for those who 
transfer. 

We do not believe that the 15 extra days of accumulated leave are 
sufficient: to cover the extra financial obligations placed on a Federal 
employee outside the United States when he terminates, and respect- 
fully request that it be returned to its original amount of 90 days. 

I wish to point out again that this will not cost the Federal Gov- 
ernment anything, as it does not affect the leave earned, but only 
the amount of leave which can be accumulated after it has been 
earned. 
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The amendment proposed to section 203 (f), as written, in our 
opinion, changes the original intention of home leave and will cause 
considerable trouble and injustice. 

It is our understanding of home leave that this leave is granted so 
that the overseas Federal employee can return to the U nited States 
to keep his American viewpoint of life; to keep his thinking Ameri- 
can, so to speak. Therefore, there is no need for different rates of 
leave to be granted for different locations, as proposed by these bills. 

We, therefore, request that the original language used in section 
203 (f£), Public Law 233, 82d Congress, not be changed on this point. 

[ appreciate the opportunity of presenting our viewpoint on this 
proposed legislation, and I will be glad to answer any question or 
supply any additional information. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Munro. 

Are there any questions! 

Mr. Jowansen. I do not follow the argument that it would not 
cost more if you increased the amount of leave that could be accumu- 
lated. If the leave were not used, but could be accumulated, and you 
jumped it up to 90 days, how would you avoid it costing more? It 
may be stupidity on my part, but I did not follow that. 

Mr. Munro. In our opinion, the leave is paid for when taken, and 
it does not cost any more if you take it today or take it next week or 
next month. 

Mr. JoHansen. But if, failing to take it currently during your 
service, you accumulate it, if you limit the amount of accumulation, 
do you not effect a saving ¢ 

Mr. Munro. We think not. If I have earned, say, a week’s leave, 
if I take it today, the Government pays for it. If I take it next 
year, they still pay for it. 

Mr. Jowansen. But, if you accumulate 4 or 5 weeks, which you 
have not taken, and there is a restriction on your use of it when you 
terminate and you do terminate, then you lose it, do you not ? 

Mr. Munro. That is one of the things that the Federal employee 
has always made an issue of, and I believe this committee in their 
wisdom has instructed the agencies to make sure that the employee 
has the opportunity to take the leave and, with proper administration, 
no employee loses leave. 

Mr. Jouansen. In other words, if he cannot accumulate it, then it is 
presumed that he is to be assured the fullest opportunity to take it? 

Mr. Munro. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Lesinski ? 

Mr. Lestnsxi. I have no questions. Mr. Munro, you always come 
up with very good testimony. I want to compliment you. I believe 
we should be able, from what has ‘been presented here today by the 

various departments, to come up with a proper bill. I thank you for 
your testimony. 

Mr. Munro. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Munro. 

The committee will adjourn to meet again at the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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